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\ ABSTRACT 

N\.R.sycho ^mind) -end— tr e mios (phyGid a l dovicefl) '; the term ipsychotronics iefers 
to the interaction of mind and matfer, and so to a union of physi.ci'and metaphysics... 
Thu -fc^tte wi c cmc e pt of reali t v^muGt b a a veke d -tu-exuiai-ti- ps yehetron i ms T he-authow 
advances.a fourth law of logic^c the age-old ^identity of opposites" whose^a-ppareht. 
necessi^^h,as -baffie^logiclajaSr-phi'lpsophersv'and' scientirsts-for centuriesWith 
the author’s percepixow< Spproach to perception, one is at last enabled to'domprehend 
how theidpntitf'of opposites is accomplished. and when it is accomplished.. 

% fourth 1 ti*t together with the first three Aristotlean laws of logic-form a 
complete, closed metalogic encompassing both physics and metaphysics?) Everett's 
many-worlds interpretation (MWI) of quantum mechanics then providegjthe theoretical 
framework onto which four-law perception theory can be fitted>»«-^Keki WI is kndwn to, 
be consistent with th e ent ire experimental- ba sis' of phy si'cs / Thus the hew schema 
contains,a-correspondence principle: i.e., it reduces to ordinary physics in the limit, 
.jus,t-as Einstein's relativistic physics reduces to Newtonian physics In-the limit. 

''~'>8^A cluster of an infinite number of orthogonal' 3-dimensional spatial frames, all 
containing the same single fourth dimension, or time axis,.provides a framework onto 
which mind, matter-,, fields; being, life, .and both physical:and metaphysical phenomena 
can be fitted and precisely modelled. Thus metaphysics can be precisely modelled 
by, and related to, physic-s QfJaio j?i eldsri-s tiion appa r ent hum the 


-^Using the four-law perception approach,> a fundamental particle becomes a 
closure of the universe, in the manner of Einstein's spherical model of the cosm.qshf_._- 
The simultaneous existence of bath macroscopic and^micr6scopic_.u niverse s is_duep>^ 
to multiple closure of the same untyersd'at different rates (differing by a factor of 
10*2). The polarity of a charged particle is due to the direction of closure taken 
by the fast closure universe cusp, ^^e wpEl44lPII^ ; be.comes_a_single giant hologramT-r-j 
and reality becomes holographic,tf^Her than Cartesian. .^Mass is-a time differentiator, 
and in its differentiating of L^T Minkowskian spacetime, the time dimension is lost. 
Thus physical detection systems do not detect time directly, and the time dimension 
cannot be "seen" by a mass detection. (senSory) system. The mind is objective , since 
mental phenomena occupy or sjrare thejdme dimension, and the time dimension is 
accepted as objective in phyj&cs. However, the mind itself is not perceived or 
observed or detected, sin^e a mass perception system (the physical sensory 
apparatus) loses the Udfe dimension, the only objective dimension shared in common 
by mind and mattej^nor to perception/detection/observation. Thus the act of 
physical senspjpfroetection — perception itself — is responsible for Descartes' 
sharp sep^frfUon of mind and body. 

mind becomes a complete 3-dimensional physical world t; 5^Jiree or more 
orthogonal spatial turns (rotations) away from the ordinary 3-dimensrohal^wqrld, in 
an n-dimensional cluster of orthogonal three-spaces with a single time axis^SDeBroglie 
waves and photons are fitted into this model as .real particle s in the armu searTa-tR space 
frames, and the nature of a quar k is^simpiv-thn'f it in r n‘intirrlIv^mclosed —hence.it-is 
notdeti^Lud au,u, puitlclh (\7Thch mustsbe spatially closed) in physical experiments. 

model, constructs that model life', death, a biological system, psi, 
consciousness, inception, telepathy, ‘psychokinesis, UFO's, God, and the collective 
unconscious can be taken. Materialization, dematotalization, and mind linkage also 
exist, as does a specific mechanism for, tulpas.. -^rnateriallzed thought form^. 

k j 










The-UFO phenomena may be explained as tulpas. v which are tuned in from the 
hyperspatial mindworlds of the human species. Archetypal forms are most easily 
•evoked, but are imprinted or changed according to personal >. social, and cultural 
conditioning;. Several major UFO "flaps” are shown to. precisely fit these criteria. 
Since in E'verett ! s MWI all possibilities are concretely real and exist; then any kind 
of thought reality at all may be orthorotated in and emerge in the ordinary laboratory 
spatial frame, and emerge as concretely real objects, entities, vehicles, devices. 


etc. However, since a mind is normally quite unstable, then tulpas which are 
materialized arejunst abl ejand usually go away in a short period of time. 

~tc^he~two-slit experiment and the Hieronymus device are shown to involve 


the fourth law ofiogic^ As clods the Heisenberg uncertainty principleA new definition 
of nothing is advanced^ 7 Multiple-presence and singular absence are identical (i.e., 
they are in distiaqttts hablel to a monocular perception/detectionp^cess , 

ynman's criterion for a unified field -theory maf it mustjgxplain why lO 42 
occurs in both the ratio of an electron's radius to the Einstein clqsefa universe’s radius 
and the ratio of the electrical force and the gravitational forge-bdtween two electrons — 
is met by dual universe closure at rates differ!ng_byJLU^^ The dual closure universe 
model also is consistent with Santilli'^proef^Ratthe classicaLassumption that 
electric field and gravitational field-'Sredifferent things is false > and that they are 
either totally or partia|lyjjfeer§ame thing. In dual closure, an electrical field is 
essentially a gravita'ttonal field compressed by a factor of 10 42 , but in a separate 
closure cusp"than the gravitational field. 

Hfubbard's manifold theory of physics also derives the four-law metalogic, and 
substantiates the four-law perception approach, /S 








■TO UNDERSTAND PSYCHOTRONICS 


VUGRAPHON 


The prefix "psycho" refers to the mind. 

The suffix "txoriics" refers to physics and>physical devices. 

Thus the concept of "psychotronics" refers to a union of physics and 
metaphysics. * ■ 


'To solve the formidable problem presented By such;an : audaci6us 
concept requires a solution to every present problem in metaphysics,, foundations 
of logic, foundations of physics, and foundations of mathematics. 


it has beern said that fools.rush in where angels fear to tread. 


To tackle the problem of psychotronics demands an audacity to; 
go where even fools fear to tread . 


VUGRAPH OFF 






VUGRAPH ON> 


• SOME BASIC UNKNOWNS 
(vg#2) 


This slide lists a few of the things which no one really understands 
Psychotronics involves a new understanding of all these concepts. 
One must literally evoke a new concept of reality* 
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SUGGESTED APPROACH 
VUGRAPH ON (vg#3) 

In 12 years of intensive work on this questions the : present' author has 
evolved a conceptual-approach-which is consistent with present physics,, but 
extends it, and one that appears to be capable of dealing. With the problem. 

A new concept of reality is involved., however, and severe demands 
are made on the individual to stretch his framework of comprehension. 

The perceptron concept is an-abstraction which enables the-modelling-of , 
perception. ; itself — either mental perception or physical detection. 

The fourth law of logic involves the age-old-’’identity of ^opposites " whose 
apparent necessity has baffled logicians > philosophers ,, and scientists for centuries 
With the perceptron concept, one is at last enabled to comprehend how the identity 
of opposites is accomplished,. arid when it is accomplished;; 

E.g., this immediately solves the age-old philosophical problem of change, 
once applied. The fourth law also closes logic into a complete, closed metalogic 
encompassing, both physics and metaphysics. 

Everett's many-worlds interpretation (MWI) of quantum mechanics .then 
provides the theoretical framework onto which perception theory can be fitted. 

The MWI is known to be consistent with the entire experimental basis of physic.s. 
Thus the new schema contains a correspondence principle: i.e., it reduces to 
ordinary physics in the limit , just as Einstein physics reduces to Newtonian 
physics in the limit. 

A cluster of an infinite number of orthogonal> 3-dimensional spatial frames 
containing a single common fourth dimension, or. time axis, provides a framework 
onto which mind, matter, fields> being, life, and both physical and metaphysical 
phenomena can be fitted and precisely modelled. 

Thus metaphysics can be precisely modelled by physics. 

A.theory of biofields is then apparent from the model. 


VUGRAPH OFF 
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VUGRAPH ON 


A SUGGESTED APPROACH TO PSYCHOTRONICS 
(vg#4) 


From perception theory, using the perceptron concept, the author has 
succeeded in deriving a great deal of the present basis of physics.,, as shown 
on this slide. 

Einstein's postulates of relativity have been.derived for the-special 
relativity casey and it appears that the equivalence principle, necessary for 
general relativity, also follows. The derivation of the first two postulates 
has been published. 

Newton's laws of motion --relativistic form —have been derived'and 
publr shed. 

A solution tg the ontological problem has been derived. 

In addition, a new nature of the photon :has been-revealed. A,photon, is 
simply anordinary 3-dimensional particle existing in a 3-space that is orthogonal 
to the laboratory 3-space frame. Thus the photonic,particle has a 2-dimensional 
intersection with the laboratory observer's, spatial frame, and it appears as a wave 
or 2-dimensional entity to him. A stationary particle in the laboratory frame 
appears as a photon to the orthogonal spatial frame. 

This can readily be seen as a necessity if one restates Einstein's second 
postulate. The second .postulate is usually stated as "The speed of light is the 
same for every observer." 

Restated, the postulate becomes "Every photon in an inertial frame:is moving, 
at the speed of light, C/, with, respect to every particle in that inertial frame." 

The corollary then follows immediately: Every particle in that inertial frame 
is also moving at the speed of light, c, with respect to every photon in that 
inertial frame. 

In a single 3-space", this is incomprehensible; Taking.two orthogonal 
3-spaces, it is perfectly comprehensible. 

Aristotle's three laws of logic are incomplete, and it is necessary to develop 
a fourth law to close logic into a metalogic encompassing physics and metaphysics. 
The fourth law has the characteristics shown on the viewgraph. 

We-will develop the fourth law shortly. 

i 
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VUGRAPH ON 


A SUGGESTED -APPROACH TO PSYCHOTRONICS 
(vg#4) 


From perception theory; using, the perception concept, the author has 
succeeded in deriving .a great deal of the present basis of physics, as shown 
on this slide. 

Einstein's postulates of relativity have been derived for the special 
relativity case-, and it appears that the-equivalence principle, necessary for 
general relativity, also follows. The derivation of..the.first two postulates 
has been published. 

Newton * : s laws of motion -- relativistic.form —-have been derived'and 
published. 

A solution to the ontological problem has- been derived. 

In addition, a new nature of-the photon has been revealed. A photon is 
simply an ordinary 3-dimensional particle existing in a 3-space that is orthogonal 
to the laboratory 3-space frame. Thus the photonic particle has a 2-dimensional 
intersection with the laboratory observer's spatial frame, and it appears as a wave ( 
or 2-dimensional entity to him. A stationary particle in the laboratory frame 
appears as a photon to the orthogonal spatial frame. 

This can readily be seen as a necessity if one restates Einstein’s. second 
postulate. The second postulate is usually> stated as "The speed of light is the 
same for every observer." 

Restated, the postulate becomes "Every photon in an inertial frame.is, moving 
at the speed of light, c„ with respect to every particle in that inertial frame." 

The corollary; then follows immediately: Every-particle infhat inertial frame 
is also moving at the speed of light, c., with respect to every photon in that 
inertial frame. 


In a single 3-space', this is incomprehensible; 
3-spaces, it is perfectly, comprehensible. 


Taking two orthogonal 


Aristotle’s three laws of logic are incomplete, and it is necessary to develop 
a fourth law to close logic into a metalogic-encompassing physics and metaphysics. 
The fourth law has the characteristics shown on the viewgraph. 

We-will develop the fourth law shortly. 

VUGRAPH OFF 





A SUGGESTED APPROACH TO PSYCHOTRONICS (CONT'D); 


VUGRAPH ON 


(vg#5)‘ 


Everett's many-worlds interpretation of quantum mechanics:, with which 
very few physicists are familar, in fact provides a. needed correction to the 
conventional interpretation of relativity, and it allows a theoretically sound 
basis to be constructed for psychotronics. ' 

The conventional interpretation of relativity considers only a single 
observer at a time. 

, But if you can convince yourself of as simple a thing as that both you and 
I .exist simultaneously , regardless of how we move with respect-to each other, then 
I assure you that physics is startlingly ^different from what you studied in the 
ordinary university physics book. 


Everett, originally a student of the world-renowned physicist. Dr. John 
Wheeler at Princeton, for his PhD thesis considered the problem of multiple 
simultaneous observers and worked out what this did to physics. His highly 
innovative thesis provided a totally new interpretation of quantum physics, and 
it defined a startling new kind of reality in which all possibilities are physical 
real and exist. This hew physics is indeed very strange, but.it is totally 
consistent with the entire experimental basis of physics today. 


( 

L 


The present author discovered that.all his perception theory-.could be fitted 
precisely onto Everett's many-worlds interpretation. On that basis, a theory or 
schema of biofields was derived which provides an approach toward ar unified 
field theory. In fact, it predicts that any kind of field can be turned into any 
other kind of field, merely by correct and precise time synchronization. It also 
offers a physical and exact model of mind and mental phenomena . 


On this basis, a framework can be provided for psychotronics which is 
consistent with what we know of ordinary physics, but which does not contain 
many of the limitations of conventional- physics; 

VUGRAPH OFF 



fit*- 







A FUNDAMENTAL CORRECTION TO CLASSICAL LOGIC 


VU.GP APH ON 


(vg#6) 


Let us now make a fundamental correction to Aristotle’s three laws of logic;. 

First, one does not have a thought per se; one has a "perceived thought," 
There is a perception operation involved -when.one thinks. 

There is no independent existence to.physical phenomena either; there is a 
perception operation involved when one perceives or observes physical phenomena. 

Further, it takes a finite piece of timeifor the perception process to occur. 

So let us impose this criterion upon logic itself; i. e., so as to constitute "logical 
perception" or the "logic of perception" or the "perception of logic. " We begin 
with Aristotle's third law of logic, A or not-A, the law of the excluded”middle. 

We wilT insist that -there is no such thing as A per se, but that rather there 
is : -a perceived A where A is the output of the perception process; Similarly, there 
is no such thing as not-A, but father there is a perceived not-A where not-A is 
the output of, the perception process. 

We wilJ use a little square box symbol as ah abbreviation for the fact that ( 
perception-has occurred, and-anything written inside the box represents the output £ 
of that perception operation. One cam speak of the little box either as mental 
perception and describe thought, or one can speak of it as physical detection and 
describe an instrumentation system that does detection and measurement. 

Also, since each little box requires a finite time to occur, one must carefully 
keep up with the individual little pieces of time, the delta t’s. Sometimes one will 
get tired of writing little delta t’s, and in that case one will just write-the number of 
each one as a subscript and the delta t will be understood. 

So applying this to Aristotle's third law, we have A‘ perceived or outputted in 
time one, and riot^-A outputted in time 2. Note that to ascertain that A} and not-A^ 
actually differ requires a third operation, in time 3, that is assumed by the exclusive 
or s ymbol. 

Looked at in this way, Aristotle's third law actually is the law of monocularity; 

i.e., it states that only one*thing at a time is perceived. Actually we had assumed 

this when we assumed that perception was a finite process, so it is nice to find that 

Aristotle's third law justifies our assumption, once we understand the third law, 

* 

The exclusive or symbol assumes a third operation, in time three (not shown), 
whereby it is determined that perception output one and output two actually differ, f 
But such an operation itself requires.multiocular perception — i.e., the coils ting a 
of two outputs at once — and that in itself is a violation of Aristotle's third,law. The 
law as written contains its own contradiction, as indeed does each of the other two, 
laws when one examines them meticulously. It can only be established as true by 
invoking or involving an operation wherein it is not true. 













A FUNDAMENTAL CORRECTION TO CLASSICAL LOGIC ' \ 

---—' 7 ’-r -t 

(continued) ‘ 

So now let us write what we-did'in time three to establish‘the third law. 

We gathered up what .had been perception, output in time-:one r- Aj, fr.-and, 
what had been perception output in time two -- A 2 , which just yet we dO not know 
is dif f erent from Aj, Or not — and shoved them both through the perception process/ 
getting Only one output — let us call it B In time three. By the nature of B in time 
three, we say that the outputs.in times one and- two differ or not. In either 
time one Of time two> there is no indication whatsoever of/difference. or sameness 
existing between output one and output two . 

Now note that, in time three,, if Aj and h 0 t-A 2 are precisely opposite --* i ; e., 
-if one operational is simply the negative:Of the.other A-then B 3 will be zero., If 
Aj and'not-A 2 are, not precisely opposites, then B 3 , will have a finite value. 

But if‘B 3 is zero,, thatls the same as saying tha, f perception,does not occur. 
Hence perception of difference between Aj and not-A 2 does not occur in time 3 if 
Aj and A 2 are precise opposites. 

C 

So,here we have arrived at the identity of opposites. If no perception occurs C 
in time three, then there is no perception Of difference between A^ and not-A 2 in 
time three. 

And this constitutes a fourth law Of logic: the law of the boundary, or the 
boundary identity of exact opposites. All that is necessary to identify opposites is 
to lose all perceptual distinction between them. And that is accomplished'by 
multiocular perception, of perceiving the presence.of both at once, hence the absence 
of either exclusively present . To a monocular process, multiple presence of paired 
opposites is not perceivable; hence no single one is perceived, which means that 
nothing is perceived! 


VUGRAPH OFF 
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FOUR LAWS OF LOGICAL THOUGHT 
(vg#7) 

VUGRAPH ON 

The first three laws of logic, after Aristotle, are shown on this vugraph., 
along, with the proposed fourth law. 

The first three laws involve perceptual output entities which are monocular.;. 
I.e., one-at-ra-rtime has been perceived. 

The fourth-law involves perceptual output entities which are multiocular. 
ive;.,. two-a t-a-time; have beem perceived or outputted. 

If one would completely describe perception, it is not possible to do so with 
monocular laws only. For in that case, the multiocular case is not covered by a 
logic ,that ; is monocular only;. 

The'first three laws, being monocular, are incomplete, and a multiocular 
law is required if a complete logic is to be> formed. 

The fourth law as written is the required multiocular law, and it completes 
formal logic. 

We willalso see that the first three laws have been inappropriately named. 
VUGRAPH OFF 







THE LOGICIAN'SDREAM: A CLOSED METALQGIC 

(vg#8) 4 

VUGRAPH ON 

The new system of logic is shown here - . 

The system is closed. 

All present paradoxes -- contradictions of one or more of the first three 
laws —• are. resolved by the fourth law> which contains the negation of each of 
the first three laws. 

Note-also that, the hidden time three operation •?- which has actually been 
the application of the fourth,law all along -- is implied by the connecting symbol 
in each of the first, three laws . Identity or non-identity between time one and time 
two outputs can only be established in a time- three operation. The fact that 
A or not-A exclusively exists can only be established by a separate operation which 
establishes that nothing else is there. 

Since these laws refer to perceptual operations, one can think of them 
operationally., or vectorially. 

To close the vectorial system prescribed by the first three laws, the oppositeC 
or negation of each of the three vectorial statements must be present. I.e., this C. 
follows simply from the definition pf what constitutes a closed system,. 

Since the fourth law contains.the negation of each of the first three laws, 
then the four law system is indeed closed, and the logician's dream of a closed 
metalogic is realized. Further, anything which contradicts any combination of the 
first three laws automatically is covered by the fourth law. 

We thus should be able to resolve all paradoxes . 


VUGRAPH OFF 
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For a physical example: 

Take the surface of a cube in deep space. Call the cube thing , a -3-D- 
concept. Call the empty space around the cube nonthing , meaning a 3-D nonthing 
or absence of thing; 

If one is standing inside the cube and looks at the boundary surface of the 
cube, one cannot find a single piece of that boundary surfact that does hot belong 
toatiiy to the cube. So one can very reasonably proclaim that by the first three 
laws of logic each piece of the boundary belongs totally to the cube, to thing. 

But if in a different operation one is standing outside the cube, one cannot 
find a single piece of that boundary surface that does- not belong entirely to, the 
space surrounding the cube. So in this case, one can claim by the first three laws 
of logic that the boundary surface belongs totally to non thing. 

Then.in a third operation one can state that, by the first law of logic, each 
and every piece of the boundary surface is identical to itself, and of course one 
has just identified what was thing with what was nonthing. 

Specifically, what was thing in perception time one and what was nonthing 
in perception time two have been identified, by all distinction and separation between 
them being removed, An time three. 

And all one has really done is apply the fourth law of logic, the law of the 
boundary. 


Every single perceived thing.has a boundary, where it both begins and ends 
its exclusive;presence in perception output. And;at that boundary, the fourth law 
applies. Thus the law is universal. 

The fourth law defines a boundary.. 
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THREE EXAMPLES jOF_ FOURTH.LAW | 
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Here are three more' examples that have baffled mathematicians and 
logicians. 


All of these are simply boundary statements i.e., statements involving 
the fourth law of logic ^ 


Since logicians used 1 only the first three laws , none of these statements 
is acceptable or understandable . By the fourth lawthere is no problem with 
these statements. 


The first merely refers to the operational boundary between the operation 
used to establish "truth" and the operation used to establish "falsity." There is 
another class of operation where neither truth.nor falsity exclusively applies. 

E.g., take the proposition "It is raining or it is not raining." 


To state the proposition is to imply that you yourself can see or understand 
both conditions at once, but that you will extract one or the other separately. ^ 

The. other two examples have coriiparable meanings. { 
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NEW DEFINITION OF ZERO 
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(vg#ll) 


To a monocular perception process, multiple presence constitutes 
absence of "the exclusive presence of any particular one." 

Therefore such a multiple-presence is rhonocularly uhperceivable, and 
hence becomes a zero to a monocular detection process. 

This allows new definitions of zero, and a solution to the problem of nothing. 


VUGRAPH OFF 


Note to the briefer: 

I.e., consider that a monocular detection process asks the question, "Is 
there a single exclusive thing present in my input? " 

If the answer is yes, an output is generated and.a perception occurs. ( 

i 

If the answer is no, no output is generated and perception does not occur. 

T 'r a answer "No-." occurs in two fashions: total absence, or presence of 
two or more simultaneously. For either of these cases, monocular perception gives 
no output, and perception does not occur. I.e. , the "absence of perception" occurs. 

Now note that the monocular perceptron cannot tell any difference in the two 
input conditions. To it, there is no difference between the two conditions. 

The lack of difference at,all constitutes identity. Thus to a monocular 
perception process, condition oneds identical to condition two. 

That in fact derives 'the fourth law of logic. Total absence and total 
presence are identical insofar as a monocular detection process is concerned. 
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SYNCHRONIC!TY OF CONCEPTS 
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As is so often the case, two persons appear to have derived the 
logic simultaneously; 

Bearden from perceptron theory. 

Hubbard from manifold theory . 
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HUBBARD’S MANIFOLD 
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Hubbard's profound work fully substantiates the hew logic and the 
new reality paradigm. 


VUGRAPH OFF 

Note to briefer: 

Per private correspondence with Dr. J. Hubbard , Director,, Association 
for Distinguished American Scientists, P.0. Box 805 , Saratoga, CA 95070. 











TWO-SLIT EXPERIMENT' : ' 

(vg#14) 
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This experiment is fundamental to all c£ modern: physics. 

Feynman, Nobel prize winner in physics, has stated that no physicist 
understands this experiment. 

The reason is that it cannot be monocuiarly comprehended. I.e., the. 
first three laws,:of logic cannot explain it. 

The fourth law.; can and does., 


In the experiment, electrons are emitted from a source and- travel past a; 
doubly-slit wall region, on theirway to a screen. The apparatus is shielded against 
light. If one belieyes that the emitted electron is a little 3-d ,particle, much like 
a little baseball,, then it should go through one of the slits and not the other.. It 
would then-hit the screen at one of the two spots indicated as the expected 
distribution, With a little scatter from those that chip the edge of the slit a bit. 
Electrons which do, not hit the holes but strike the wall are absorbed . 

The expected pattern is not at all whabone gets. 

Instead, the actual pattern is. essentially the same as what one would get 
if each-electron were a wavefront, and that wavefront passed through both slits 
at once. However, each electron still strikes the screen in only one point; the 
distribution of'these points fits the.actual distribution pattern shown. 

And that blew their minds in physics> They-didn’t believe it at first, .so they 
set up a photon gun and hit each and, every electron with a photon as it left the 
emitter source and started over toward the two-slit region. That is* they determined 
precisely when a little electron was on the way, and the fact that it was like a little 
baseball and in just one place. And this time the electron only, went through a single 
slit, and it gave the expected pattern after all. And-when the experiment was repeated 
and only a fraction of the electrons were hit with photons, then a.mixture of the 
two patterns emerged. 



It is simple to mathematically describe the results, but no one has understood 
why things happened as they did in this experiment. 


The principle of complementarity evades the issue. That principle is simply 
a monocular statement that deals with.one aspect of the problem at a time — i.e., ’ 
with the determined,, exclusive, monocular past only. It.does not apply to the present 
nor to the future. v 


If one thinks in terms of the present, then the third law of logic is violated andi 
the fourth law applies. The two states — 2-D wave and 3-D corpuscular — both 
exist simultaneously in the present, but nonexclusively, That requires two simultaneous 
states, and that autotnaUcally means that determination or perception has not occurred. 











TWQ-SLIT ^EXPERIMENT - £ 

A ' ^ 

(continued) 

Thus in physics termSjthat becomes probabilistic and undetermined, and that is, 
Automatically a wave: concept.. I.e..;. waves:are not stuck :in one place and: 
determined or localized, so they exist in-the present and not the past . 

On the other hand, when a selection or determination is made on the electron, 
that is a differentiating or separating perception operation, hence it is in the past. 

•And that is. automatically a 3-D corpuscle concept -- a localizing or fixing concept. 

So when the electron. has. not been separated into single state -but remains in 
dual-state, it can act as a. wave. In that case it easily passes through both slits 
at once. But when it has been forced into-a selection or separating, perception, that 
makes it single-state, and in that case it passes through only one slit or the other. 
When the electron strikes the screen, regardless of whether it is dual-state or 
single-state, the screen forces a selection upon it, and so the electron becomes 
single-state and thus hits in only one spot on the screen at once. 

And that is the explanation of the two-slit experiment, that no one understands. 
The reason it has-not been understood is that the answer was not present in the first 
three laws of logic. It requires the addition of the fourth law to complete the, 
explanation of the experiment. ^ 

( 

And photons do the same thing, as indeed do all neutrons, protons, and other 
fundamental particles. 

So. things, nothings if you will,, can.be processed in the two-states - 
identified-as-one-sq-none-observed state. They can-be amplified, recorded, 
put on tape, etc. 

The two-slit experimental apparatus is a real gadget, and it works. It is 
a device . So one can build devices that .process entities which are in 
two-nonexclusive-states-at-once . To our monocular detection gadgets and 
monocular theory, such entities are unobserved and hence are zero . They, are pure 
vacuum. Pure space. Pure nothing. But very real indeed, and they do physically 
exist, but multiocularly rather than monocularly. 
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fPSYCHOTRONIC,DEVICE: SPAGE (QUITQN) AMPLIFIER ^ 

(vg#15) . k. 

VUGRAPH ON 

It. is how possible to speak of a "piece, of nothing," that, we will call a 
quiton . ,A‘ quiton will be defined as "the. smallest piece of nothing„ that still does 
mot hidhoculafiy appear as a perceived thing.," 

Collection of a sufficient number of quitons results in breaching a threshold, 
so that a thing, results. 

I.e.collecting all of one type of thing -- quitons — reaches, the boundary 
where it turns into its own opposite, by the fourth daw of-logic. 

Thus in any situation involving a particularized nothing ., collecting enough 
pieces of that nothing eventually exhausts the nothing set and reaches its boundary, 
whereupon it is a .thing. 

That is really little different from collecting all nondimensional points in a 
particular sequence and finding you now have a one-dimensional line: segment, or 
collecting all the pieces of spacetime warp in a particular region and discovering 
that you 1 have now a mass. 

A device can easily be constructed to process dual-natured of binocular | 
entities (quitons), which are monocularly zeroes, while excluding monocular 
entities. Thus one can build.a space amplifier or quiton amplifier or vacuum amplifier. 


The vugraph shows a scheme for doing that. Two single-state excluders 
in series feed or input to an ordinary single-state amplifier or processor in a shielded 
container. The output is fed into a device which will rotate the dual-state entity 
or field so that ah ordinary field can result. I.e., one side or the other of the 
dual-state output will be exclusively presented in 3-space. 

VUGRAPH OFF 

Note to briefer 

Consider, "nothing" in the multiocular sense; i.e., as multiple presence. 

Collecting all the multiple present things into one reaches the boundary. 

But one thing is perceivable by monocular perception. Therefore the one-thing 
just collected now can be outputted by perception, and it is. 

That is how the unperceivable turns into the perceivable when one reaches the 
boundary. ' 
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It is now possible to speak of a "piece-of nothing,' 1 ' that we will call a 
quiton- . .ft quiton will be defined as "the. smallest piece of nothing, that still does 
not monocularly appear as a perceived thing 

Collection of a sufficient number Of quitons results in breaching a threshold , 
so that a thing results. 

I.e., collecting all of one .type of thing -- quitons- reaches the boundary 
where it turns into its own .opposite,, by the-fourth law of logic. 

Thus in any situation involving a particularized nothing ., collecting enough 
pieces of that nothing eventually exhausts the nothing set and reaches its boundary, 
whereupon it is a thing. 

That is really little different from collecting all nondimensional points in a 
particular sequence and finding you now have.a one-dimensional line segment, or 
collecting all the pieces of spacetime warp in a particular region and discovering 
that you have now a mass. .. 

( 

A device can easily be constructed to process dual-natured or binocular 
entities (quitons),, which are monocularly zeroes, while excluding monocular 
entities. Thus one can build a space amplifier or quiton amplifier or vacuum amplifier. 

The vugraph shows a scheme for doing- that. Two single-state excluders 
in series feed of input to an ordinary single-state amplifier or processor in a shielded 
container. The output is fed.-irito a device which will rotate the dual-state entity 
or field so that an ordinary field can result. I.e., one side or the other of the 
dual-state output will be exclusively presented in 3-space. 

VUGRAPH OFF 


Note to briefer 


Gonsider "nothing" in the multiopular sense; i.e., as multiple presence. 
Collecting all the multiple present things into one reaches the boundary; 

But one thing is perceivable by monocular perception. Therefore the one-thing 
just collected now can be outputted by perception, and it is. 

That is how the unperceivable turns into the perceivable when one reaches the 
boundary. ' 


1 








Now’if-one believes-he cannot sense the anenergy fields, then he can't. 

One can turn the entire anenergy detection system in his body off with his 
unconscious mind., -The negative psi effect is a well-documented effect in 
parapsychology. There-are goats as well.as sheep. ;Some persons do worse 
on psi tests than chance would possibly allow. They are the goats. They exhibit 
the negative psi effect,, for unconsciously they-want to show yOu that psi does 
not work, so badly that they use psi effects to do : wbrs,e than is possible by chance. 

At any rate, the human sensory system can get a tingle-from the anenergy field 
generated’by the flat coil of wire in the Hieronymus machine's output. What type of 
tingle one gets depends upon one's own type of body sensory tuning. It may feel as 
if the fingers on the plastic plate are in thick syrup. Or as if the plastic plate were 
vibrating. Or it may feel greasy in a peculiar way . And the negative person does 
not get.a tingle at all. 

The Hieronymus machine has been built.by many persons, and it works for 
those who are hot negative. It processes entities that exist in the dual-state/, or 
that obey the fourth law of logic. And one can, do some almost magical things 
with these dual-state nonthings, these nothings, if one sets his mind to it. 

As all of you realize,, that is what psychotronics is all about. 

VUGRAPH OFF 
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PROBABILITY: THROW OF A DIE 
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The fourth law of logic is absolutely indispensable in physics. Qrie uses 
ft every day and does not realize it. 

E.g., in probability. One doesn't have much physics left without probability.. 

But whahafter all is probability ? The foundations of mathematics fellows have 
never succeeded in answering that question to their satisfaction. If you read the 
definitions presently advanced, you will find they essentially say, "Probabilityis 
probability, every fool knows that!" 

Let us use a very simple example to get at the answer to that question. 

Let us use the face of a die turned up. How can I model that, before the die is 
thrown? 

Now one can only think by operationalism. To operate and output something 
is to automatically put it in the past. It's happened, it's gone, the moment you do 
it. To. perceive an object is to.put it in the past. To determine it is to put it in the 
past. To observe it is to put it in the past. There is no observed,, perceived, 
detected, measured, or determined present . That is, there is no separated, f 

exclusive, determined present such as is specified by the first three laws of logic 
the fourth law is the present, by the way — but in.observational physics which deals!, 
with determined, observed past phenomena, there exists no present. The future 
has not yet been observed, so it also is the unobserved. Only the past therefore is 
the observed. How then can one ever hope to.model the unobserved present or the 
unobserved future? 

If I look at this little problem I'm discussing— the future dbserved die with 
one face up — that is in the past. When I see it, it is in the past. When I think it, 
it is in the past. So if all I can observe, think, or perceive is; the die in the past, 
how can I ever model it in the future? 

It's very simple! 

If I drive any problem set to its absolute boundary limit, it turns into its 
own opposite by the fourth law of logic, by the law of the boundary. So how do I 
do that with this problem of the die? 

The problem set is specified by the condition "the perceived die with one 
face up"; that is the most recent past. Now simply find.all the most immediate 
pasts you can get to meet the condition specified, and gather them.all up together, . 
and they then must turn into end comprise precisely the.opposite, the most immediate 
future . In this problem set, I can construct and collept six such pasts, each / 

consisting of the perceived die with one face up. So by the fourth law of logic, ^ 

those six "faces up" collected together as an ensemble represent the future and 
in fact are identical to the future. The "present," which is simply the boundary 
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PR OBABILITY: THROW OF A DIE 
(continued) 

between the most immediate past and the most immediate-future, was specified: 
by applying the fourth law of logic in the first place: identity of most immediate 
past and .most immediate future, being binocular, is unperceived, but it is the 
present nonetheless. So that is what probability is -- an application of the. • 
fourth law of logic, so the most immediate future can be represented interns 
of the most immediate past — and: physicists and.mathematicians have been doing 
that ever since they have been-doing; physics and mathematics. 

Without the fourth law of logic , there exists no-rigorous logical basis 
for,probability!; 

So the fourth law is a very useful' law indeed. We have just failed to 
realize that we have been applying it;all along., 

VUGRAPH OFF 












SOLUTION TO ONTOLOGICAL PROBLEM 

VUGRAPH ON (vg#18) 

The ontological problem can also be solved as shown on this chart. 
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THE PERCEPTRON APPROACH 
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This slide shows the basic perceptron approach. 

It gives a new definition of a fundamental particle. 

It is also an application of the fourth law of logic. 

Since it con f ains all four laws, the concept is capable of modelling everything 
which can be perceptually thought. 

By the fourth law, since it can model everything which can be perceived, 
it can also model everything which cannot be perceived as well. 

Thus the concept enables one to model everything, perceived or unperceived. 

(PAUSE WHILE VUGRAPH IS READ) 
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EINSTEIN"S SPHERICAL MODEL OF THE COSMOS 
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Einstein's spherical model of the cosmos is a primary example of 
a holographic universe. 

In such a closed spacetime, each point inside the universe is also 
at the extreme end of the universe in any direction. 

Thus the entire "physical universe" is totally outside any of its 
internal points, and totally inside each internal point as well, in this model. 

That is an application of the fourth law of logic. The total internal 
is identical to the total external. 

The adjective "total" merely moves one to the common boundary between 
the operational concepts of "internal" and "external." At that boundary, there 
is no operational distinction between one and the other. 


VUGRAPH OFF 


Note to briefer: 



The universe closure is not limited to just one occurrence or one 
rate of closure. In fact the universe can then proceed to close again within 
the same local 3-space. E.g., a gradual macroscopic closure due to gravity 
field (or causing it!) constitutes the "external universe," and a second 
extremely sharp microscopic closure due to electric field (or causing it!) 
constitutes "electric charge," The two together constitute a fundamental charged 
particle of mass. The polarity of charge is determined merely by which of two 
directions the second closure was made in. Considering an electron as such 
a dually closed entity, it is readily seen that the closure ratios are all that is 
being referred to by Feynman's condition. In this model, the same parameter between 
gravitational force and electrical force will obviously exist as is between the 
radius of the electron and the radius of the closed macroscopic universe, only in 
inverse fashion. This meets Feynman's condition. The model is also consistent 
with Santilli's proof that the electric field and the gravitational field are either the 
same thing or partially the same thing. In our model, an electric field is in fact 
a highly compressed gravitational field. Proper time synchronization should allow 
fantastic antigravity effects to be realized, and thus electrogravitics has a basis 
in this model. 
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BASIS FOR A UNIFIED FIELD THEORY: SOLUTION TO FEYNMAN‘S PROBLEM 


(vg#21) 
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Feynman pointed out that unified field theory must explain the 
appearance of the same parameter 10^2 in the respective force ratios and 
radiuses of the electron and the macroscopic universe. 

The dual closure hypothesis does this. 

It also is consistent with Santilli's proof. 


VUGRAPH OFF 


Note to briefer: 


The implications of such a model are potent. A totally new 
interpretation of electromagnetic fields is conceivable. Electrogravitics, 
Kozyrev's time oscillations, T. Townsend Brown's rock transducers, and 
Curtis's oceanic electrical fields are some fruitful aspects for analysis 
and exploitation. 








REALITY IS HOLOGRAPHIC 
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From every nook and cranny it is shouted out that reality 
holographic rather than a Cartesian cube. 
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MASS IS A TIME-DIFFERENTIATOR 
(vg#23) 
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The most fundamental aspect of the concept of mass is that it occupies 
space—i.e., that it is three-dimensional. 

Mass thus is a time differentiation of Minkowskian spacetime L^T. 

Applying the fourth law of logic, a thing does that which it is, and is 
that which it does. 

Thus mass is a time-differentiator. 

VUGRAPH OFF 
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MIND IS OBTECTIVE 
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But in time differentiating, mass loses the time dimension. 

Therefore one cannot see "time" with a mass perceiver, but can 
see (spatial extension). 

Therefore one also cannot perceive mind, because the plate (time) 
on which it was sitting is lost in the perception process. 
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Note to briefer: 


Thus Descartes was both right and wrong. He was right in that mind 
is not present in physical detection output, but wrong in believing mind and 
physical phenomena were therefore totally separate. E.g., time does not 
exist except with respect to between one L 3 perception and another, if L 3 
is all that is outputted. I.e., "physical" time is totally relative, totally 
mental, and exists only in memory. Mind is thus present in L 3 T 4-dimensional 
physical phenomena and is discretized along with time discreteness in the 
Heisenberg uncertainty relation A E A t = h/2^f . 

In fact, one can even take the extreme view that time is mind, with 
some justification. Because to establish a delta t, a "former" L 3 must be 
established and compared to a more recent L 3 . The only place the former L 3 
can rigorously be found is in memory. An event, once occurred, is in the past 
and is forever "gone" to the observer. Only in his memory can it be said to 
exist. But then so is the observation also of the "most recent L 3 . " Thus 
rigorously^ observed phenomena may be said to exist only in memory, and there is 
only a past, never a present. Thus a full 4-D mind is inseparable from perceived 
physical phenomena, and mind is quantized along with quantum change in the 
"physical world." 















BIOFIELD CONCEPTS 
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To understand the hyperframe approach to fields, one must 
understand dimensionality of intersections in n-dimensional space. 


VUGRAPH OFF 

Note to briefer: 

Hubbard's manifold theory also derives these principles shown on the 

slide. 
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MASS, FORCE, . *F D 3-JP ROTATION 


VU GRAPH ON (vg#2 6) 

v 

It is well known that a .moving mass can be considered as existing in a 
3-D space which is bent away from the line of motion of the mass as seen in 
the laboratory frame. 

As the velocity of the object approaches C, the angle of bending approaches 

90°. 


From the bottom left figure it can be seen that a force in the laboratory 
frame, applied to the moving mass along its direction of motion in the 
laboratory frame, only affects the mass in the mass's bent frame with a 
projected portion. 

To the laboratory observer, the mass's resistance to the disturbing 
force applied seems to have increased;thus to him the inertial mass of the 
object seems to have increased. I.e., if it's harder to push, its resistance 
to pushing must have increased. 

But in the bent frame, the object's mass has not increased. 

The bent frame effect is why the mass of an object increases to one 
observer but not to the other. 


When the bent frame can be rotated a full 90°, no force applied by the 
laboratory observer can accelerate it further, because the applied force 
has zero resultant in the bent frame where the mass actually is. Thus the 
mass (resistance to pushing) appears infinite to the laboratory observer, 
while to the bent observer it is still exactly the same as it always was. 

However, the mass's intersection in the lab frame is now 2-dimensional. 
Since only 3-d objects can have mass, the object is "massless” to the 
laboratory observer. 

So here we haye a paradox; Zero -mass is identical to infinite mass. 


This is perfectly in consonance with the fourth law of logic. 

The absence of any single finite mass actually permits two indistinguishable 
solutions: The absence of any 3-d mass at all, and the presence of more than 
any finite mass at all. The two opposites are identical on the boundary 
case. 


Thus a photon has zero mass because it is a two-dimensional object and 
only 3-dimensional objects have mass. A photon also has infinite mass 
because it cannot be accelerated along its direction of travel. 

Further, a photon is a perfectly ordinary 3-D particle existing in a 
3-space that is one orthogonal turn away from the laboratory 3-space. 

VU GRAPH OFF g 

•J 


30. 






PI - BENDING OF 3-D FRAMES 
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Two consecutive orthogonal bends can be accomplished in 
such a manner that spatial closure back upon the starting point is 
accomplished. 

If a 2-D wave is travelling through such a dimensional closure and 
closes back exactly in phase, it can travel forever in such a closed-in space. 
That closure, called a formon , constitutes a stable particle. 

It also represents two c velocities multiplied together to give c^. 

A particle mass, which from its mass content refers to this closure of 
2-D into a 3rd dimension, thus contains a c^ term. When the particle is 
separatee into its constituent 2-D photon waves, the c^ term is recovered. 

That is why E = m 0 c constants of proportionality disregarded. 


VUGP.APH OFF 


Note to briefer : 

If a 2-D wave in a double orthogonal bend closure closes on itself 
slightly out of phase, that constitutes a formal , a form that is unstable, i.e., 
an unstable particle. 

If the closure is greatly out of phase, the formal is so unstable that it 
constitutes a resonance in particle physics. 







QUARKS 
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It is proposed that a quark is an unclosed two orthogonal bends, as 
shown in the left figure. 

Three quarks, however, can make a complete universe closure, as shown 
in the right figure. And that is a fundamental particle. 

Thus single quarks do not independently appear as particles in experiments 
because they are neither particles nor waves in the classical sense. 

Their indirect effects, however, should be detectable in a properly 
designed experiment, 

VUGRAPH OFF 


Mote to briefer: 

Thus quarks have not been independently detected to date because the 
experiments have been designed to detect particles or waves. 

Under the proper conditions, a quark as postulated herein should be able to 
seemingly annihilate a photon in the proper type of collision. 


















SPACETIME CURVATURE IS TRICKY 
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(vg#30) 


But bent spaces give strange results. 

A thing in one frame can be something quite different in another 

frame. 


Just as the mass of a moving object does not increase with 
respect to its own inertial frame. 

What a thing is, is relative to the perceiver and his perceiving frame. 
Entirely. It can even be nothing in a great many frames. 

Now do you see how "nothing" can contain "everything?" 
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CLUSTERED ORTHOGONAL WORLDS 
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(vg#31) 




A sample of this is shown here. 

A mental object is quite physical in its own bioframe. 
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BIOFIELDS: TIME-CLUSTERED ORTHOFRAMES 
(vg#32) 

VUGRAPH ON 

On this slide is a convenient list of how objects appear in different 

frames. 


This schema, selected from Everett’s MWI, allows modelling of 
life, death, mind, matter, and psi. It also allows one type of "field" to 
be orthorotated and turned into another kind. 

Such orthorotation demands correct time synchronization, rather 
than brute force energy application. In fact, orthorotation is energy- 
conservative fora single orthogonal turn. 
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Note to briefer: 


E.g., photon emission and photon absorption are orthorotational 
processes, 3-D to 2-D and vice versa respectively. These processes 
are energy-conservative, but require precise time synchronization, hence 
precise energy synchronization. 






LIFE AND DEATH 


(vg#33) 

VUGRAPH ON 

Here, e.g., is shown the schema for life and death. 

Note that all possibilities — everything that happened or could have 
happened, and everything that will happen or could ever happen, are real 
and exist concretely. The same is true for all thoughts and thought worlds, 
and all possible thoughts and possible thought worlds. 

The totality is simply all-being — or call it God if you wish. 

Yes, Virginia, all possibilities and all formats of single 3-D reality 

exist. 


Demons, UFO's, fairies, Sasquatches, spirits, gods, realities, 
conceptions, speculations — each is real in its own omain. Our own 
"physical reality" is simply a single format — but of course it happens to 
be the one to which we find ourselves attached. Therefore "physical reality" 
has a certain type of fundamental reality which is not normally shared by the 
other formats, unless a piece of one of them is orthorotated into our own 
world. 


Reality cannot be comprehended in terms of a single format. 

Instead one must look at the format of all formats, which is formatless 
by definition. 

The void is devoid of void, and that is very full indeed. 

Everett's many-worlds interpretation of quantum mechanics contains 
the structure for the format-oi-all-formats. 

It contains the structure for life and death as well, if we understand 
how to look, and if we understand that all orthogonal worlds crosstalk. 
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Note to briefer : 

In fact what we call our own "physical reality" can be shown to bo nothing 
but the sum total of all the crosstalk from all the other worlds, that passes through 
this particular differential zone. 














MAVERICK WORLDS 
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(vg#34) 


Even the strangest conceptions and most fantastic possibilities have 
their own assigned realm of concrete reality. 

These weirdos are referred to as maverick worlds . 

One example is shown here, where the effect (i.e., the effect in the 
laboratory frame) always precedes the cause (i.e., the cause in the 
laboratory frame). This world would appear to run backwards to us. 

By proper coherent tuning, an object in one of these orthoframes can 
be orthorotated into our own frame and objectified — and that is what the 
Tibetian monks called a tulpa — an objective materialization of a thought 
form. The tulpa will hardly ever be closed entirely in phase, however, 
and so it will almost always be unstable. UFO's, angels, imps, etc go 
away. But the appearance of one of these can be entirely objective and 
perfectly objective traces can be left, such as photographs, broken limbs, 
scorched asphalt, indentations, depressions in grassy fields, etc. 

Any thought object can be so orthorotated, and objectified. Beings, 
religious figures, angels, fairies, imps, UFO's, monsters, etc can all 
result. 
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ANGELS, IMPS, AND UFO TULPAS 


(vg#35) 

VUGRAPH ON 

When tulpas emerge, they emerge as cultural modulations of archetypal 

forms. 


I.e., an infinite number of reality channels exist. The total 
instrumentation characteristics, both genetic, psychological, and 
physiological, of the observer or observers who tune in the channel 
determine the noise content and the actual channel selected. 


VUGRAPH OFF 


EXAMPLES OF UFO WAVES 
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(vg#36) 


Hera are some examples of major UFO waves which show the imprint 
of stress upon the collective unconscious and the noise and tuning of 
the groups unconsciously tuning in the phenomena. 

The psychological interpretation of the tulpa materialization is 
thus quite significant and revealing. 
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SUGGESTED APPROACH: SUMMARY 


VUGRAPH ON 


(vg#37) 


In summary, we have suggested an approach which can lead to the 
understanding of psychotronics. Further, it captures both the mind and the 
material universe within the same model. It is the only model proposed to date 
which does this. 

Using the perceptron approach, the fourth law of logic, and Everett's 
many-worlds interpretation of quantum mechanics, a theory of biofields can be 
constructed to unify field theory and provide a framework for some of the strange 
effects of psychotronics. 

All of these parts are required, if one is to explain psychotronics. 

Literally, one has to create a totally new physics paradigm — one which 
contains the old physics, and yet contains the mind, life, hyperspaces, and a 
great deal more. 

Only in terms of such a new paradigm can psychotronics be comprehended. 

As best I can, I have tried to put together the schema for that new paradigm, 
and that is what I have presented to you today. 

Thank you for your kind attention. 
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PROBLEM OF NOTHING 



TO UNDERSTAND PSYCHOTRQNiCS 
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CONSISTENT WITH MANY-WORLDS INTERPRETATION 
RESOLVES FOUNDATIONS OF PHYSICS 
RESOLVES FOUNDATIONS OF MATHEMATICS 
ALLOWS PHYSICAL MODELLING OF NONPHYSICAL MIND 
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A SUGGESTED APPROACH TO PSYCHOTROHICS 














EQUATION 8 CONSTITUTES A FOURTH LAW OF LOGICAL THOUGHT 



A FUNDAMENTAL CORRECTION to classical logic 







A SINGLE ENTITY RESULTS IN WHICH ALL PREVIOUS DISTINCTION BETWEEN . 
THE FOLDED PAIR IS LOST, FURTHER, THIS ENTITY IS DIFFERENT FROM 
EITHER OF THE PREVIOUS PAIR TAKEN EXCLUSIVELY. 
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FOUR LAWS OF LOGICAL THOUGHT 








THE LOGICIAN'S DREAM: A CLOSED METALOGIC 
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NEW DEFINITIONS OF ZERO 
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SYNCHRONICITY OF CONCEPTS 
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TYPICAL HIERONYMUS DETECTOR 
















THAT WHICH WAS PRESENTED IN TIME 1, IN TIME 3 CAN BE IDENTICAL TO THAT WHICH 
WAS ABSENTED IN TIME 2, 

E.G.: IN TWO-SLIT EXPERIMENT, A PARTICLE BOTH IS AND IS NOT PRESENT, AND A WAVE IS 
AND IS NOT PRESENT, 
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SOLUTION TO ONTOLOGICAL PROBLEM 










EACH PERCEPTRON (PARTICLE) REPRESENTS AN EINSTEIN SPHERICAL CLOSURE OF THE ENTIRE 
UNIVERSE 

IT IS AN APPLICATION OF THE FOURTH LAW OF LOGIC, AND CAN THEREFORE MODEL EVERYTHING 
PERCEIVED OR UNPERCEIVED, 
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EINSTEIN'S SPHERICAL MODEL OF THE COSMOS 






THIS IS CONSISTENT WITH SANTILU'S PROOF THAT THE ELECTRICAL FIELD AND THE GRAVITATIONAL FIELD 
ARE EITHER TOTALLY OR PARTIALLY THE SAME THING, 
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THEREFORE MASS, BEING A TIME DIFFERENTATION OF SPACETIME, ITSELF "^ME-DIFFERENTIATES 
SPACETIME AT THE MOST ELEMENTARY (PERCEPTRON) LEVEL, BY THE FOURTH LAW OF LOGIC, 
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THE OTHER INTERSECTOR SINCE THE SECOND SEE: 

ONLY A DERIVATIVE OF THE FIRST, 

IT IS THE TOTAL PROJECTION OF AN INTERSECTO 

"SEEN" BY THAT WHICH IT INTERSECTS, 



2 Lines intersect a line and a plane intersect 

tn A POINT IN A POINT 














MASS, FORCE, AND 3-D ROTATION 
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SPACETIME CURVATURE 
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< < 1 o ARCHETYPES MAY PROVIDE A REFERENCE 

LEVEL SUCH THAT ALL OTHER "THOUGHT 
FORMS" REPRESENT EXCURSIONS: I,EX¬ 
POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE DISTORTIONS, 
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